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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
IN AND FOR ORANGE COUNTY, FLORIDA

WRIGHT ENTERTAINMENT AND
SPORTS PRODUCTIONS, LLC,

Plaintiff,

vs.

LOCHTE ENTERPRISES, LLC;
LOCHTE 180, LLC; and
RYAN LOCHTE,

Defendants. /

CASE NO.:

DIVISION:

COMPLAINT

Plaintiff, WRIGHT ENTERTAINMENT AND SPORTS PRODUCTIONS,

LLC (hereinafter collectively referred to as “WESP” or “Plaintiff”), hereby sues

Defendants, LOCHTE ENTERPRISES, LLC; LOCHTE 180, LLC; and RYAN

LOCHTE (hereinafter collectively referred to as “Defendants”), and alleges as

follows:

1. This is an action arising from the breach of a settlement agreement

entered into by and between Plaintiff and the Defendants on December 20, 2013

(the “Settlement Agreement”).

2. This action is for damages in excess of fifteen thousand dollars and no

cents ($15,000.00), exclusive of interest, costs and attorneys’ fees.

3. Jurisdiction is founded upon the terms of the Settlement Agreement
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and Florida Statutes §48.031 and §48.081, and venue is proper pursuant to

§47.051.

The Parties

4. At all times material hereto, Plaintiff, WESP, is a Florida limited

liability company with its principal place of business in Orange County, Florida.

5. Erika Wright (“Wright”) is a successful manager of artists and athletes

and is a resident of Orange County, Florida.

6. Defendant, RYAN LOCHTE (“LOCHTE” and/or “Defendants”), is a

resident of Florida. LOCHTE has conducted business in the State of Florida and in

Orange County, Florida, during all times relevant to this Complaint, including

appearances, touring, and distributing merchandise.

7. Defendant, LOCHTE ENTERPRISES, LLC (“LEL” and/or

collectively “CONTROLLED ENTITIES” and/or “Defendants”) is a Florida

limited liability company created on May 11, 2012 and is doing business in Florida

for, and on behalf of, LOCHTE, and is registered to do business in Florida, and has

had a registered agent in Florida, at times relevant to this Complaint.

8. Upon information and belief, LEL is, in whole or in part, owned and

controlled by LOCHTE as a “controlled entity” as referred to in paragraph 7(b) of

the Personal Management Agreement, and LEL is both contractually and

vicariously liable.
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9. Defendant, “LOCHTE 180, LLC” (“LOCHTE 180” and/or

“CONTROLLED ENTITIES” and/or “Defendants”) is a Florida limited liability

company created on April 13, 2012 and is doing business in Florida for, and on

behalf of, LOCHTE, and is registered to do business in Florida, and has had a

registered agent in Florida, at times relevant to this Complaint.

10. Upon information and belief, LEL and LOCHTE 180 (collectively

“Lochte Parties”) are, in whole or in part, owned and controlled by LOCHTE as a

“controlled entity” as referred to in paragraph 7(b) of the Personal Management

Agreement, and LEL and LOCHTE 180 are both contractually and vicariously

liable as referred to in paragraph 4 of the Settlement Agreement.

11. LOCHTE formed and/or utilized other “controlled entities” at times

relevant to the claims herein to generate gross income for which LOCHTE and the

Lochte Parties, including, but not limited to, LEL and LOCHTE 180, are required

to account to WESP and pay to WESP commissions on gross income obtained by

Lochte and the Lochte Parties pursuant to paragraphs 4 through 7 of the Settlement

Agreement as further set forth herein.

12. Elizabeth Touchton (“Touchton”) is an attorney having her principal

place of business in Gainesville, Florida, who acted as Defendants’ attorney and

co-manager pursuant to, and upon information and belief, agreements entered into

in or around October 2012. Touchton also negotiated the Settlement Agreement
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entered into by the Parties.

Background

13. In or around December 27, 2010, LOCHTE and LEL, after consulting

with their attorney, Davis, entered into the Agreement with WESP, pursuant to

which WESP would manage LOCHTE.

14. On or about August 4, 2011, LOCHTE executed and delivered a

ratification of, and amendment to, the Agreement extending the term to December

31, 2016, and, at the request of LOCHTE, agreed to share management fees for

another Olympic swimmer, Conor Dwyer.

15. In further performance of the Agreement with Defendants, WESP

continued to manage LOCHTE.

16. In further reliance upon LOCHTE’S inducements, WESP engaged in

his development and management, endorsements, merchandising, and other

services on behalf of LOCHTE’S companies, LEL, LOCHTE 180, and other

CONTROLLED ENTITIES.

17. Pursuant to the Agreement, WESP agreed to manage LOCHTE for a

period of one (1) year with annual renewals. Among other things, WESP agreed

to:

a. Develop and manage LOCHTE, emphasizing merchandising

and endorsement opportunities for LOCHTE;
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b. Market the trademark “LOCHTE” with the cooperation and

participation of LOCHTE via his CONTROLLED ENTITIES.

c. Negotiate licensing opportunities for the utilization of the

“LOCHTE” brand;

d. Consult, develop, and manage LOCHTE’S career through LEL

and LOCHTE 180; and

e. Negotiate LOCHTE’S agreements for additional income and

royalties.

18. For WESP’S services as manager of LOCHTE, and in consideration

for WESP’S promise to devote its efforts to LOCHTE, he promised to pay WESP

management commissions based upon a percentage (10%) of the “Gross Income”

(as defined in paragraph 4 of the Agreement), “generated by Athlete” including,

but not limited to, revenue from royalties, from merchandise endorsed or

sublicensed by LOCHTE, from appearances, or from any and all compensation in

whatever form which is paid, payable, earned or accrued to or by LOCHTE, LEL,

LOCHTE 180, and the controlled entities.

19. On June 14, 2012, LOCHTE asked WESP to prepare and execute (1)

a Merchandising and License Agreement, between WESP, LEL, and LOCHTE

180, pursuant to which Defendants induced WESP to start a merchandise business

and agreed to split merchandise profits with WESP, and (2) a power of attorney
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(“POA”) on July 21, 2012.

20. In performance of, and in further reliance upon, the Agreement, The

Amendment, Merchandising Agreement, and POA (collectively “Agreements”),

WESP continued managing the Defendants.

21. LOCHTE, LEL, LOCHTE 180, and the controlled entities each had a

duty to perform their obligations under the Agreement.

22. Defendants and WESP reposed trust in each other to act as fiduciaries,

independent of, and in addition to, the obligations and duties under the

Agreements, and Defendants undertook the duties of a fiduciary.

23. Upon acceptance of the initial Agreement, and the Merchandising

Agreement, and POA, WESP justifiably and reasonably believed, and relied upon,

LOCHTE’S representations that WESP would manage, produce and control all

aspects of LOCHTE’S career and merchandise. Defendants and their

representatives made these representations and inducements to WESP independent

of the terms of the Agreements.

24. In reasonable and justifiable reliance upon LOCHTE’S

representations that WESP would be entitled to payment of commissions on the

Gross Income, which included all of the business opportunities, revenues, income

and profits generated by Defendants and 50% of all merchandise of LOCHTE,

WESP performed its duties under the Agreements, and invested time and money
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developing and managing the Defendants and their brand.

25. WESP also performed in reliance upon the representations and

inducements of Defendants made independently and in addition to the Agreements.

26. From 2010 to 2012, WESP conducted strategic marketing meetings,

and negotiated agreements, sub-licensing negotiations, and agreements with

various companies with the encouragement, approval, support and participation of

LOCHTE, LEL, LOCHTE 180, and LOCHTE’S controlled entities. These

include, but are not limited to, negotiations with the following companies: (a)

Speedo; (b) E! Daily; (c) Gillette; (d) Gatorade; (e) USA Swimming; (f) Speedo;

(g) Ralph Lauren; (h) AT&T; (i) Nissan; (j) Proctor and Gamble; (k) Wheaties; (l)

Samsung; and (m) Mutual of Omaha.

27. At all times relative thereto, and pursuant to the terms of the

Agreements, WESP obtained the approval of and/or direct participation of

LOCHTE, LEL, LOCHTE 180, the controlled entities, and their counsel in these

negotiations.

28. On or about October 12, 2012, contrary to the terms of the

Agreements, LOCHTE’S attorney, Touchton, sent a letter and purported to

terminate WESP’S services under the Agreements, whereas WESP is due

commissions and an accounting on all Gross Income.

29. After WESP relied upon LOCHTE’S representations that,



-8-

notwithstanding the purported termination, WESP should continue pursuing new

projects, managing existing agreements, specifically merchandising with Creative

Artists Agency (“CAA”), and that payments, pursuant to the Agreements, would

continue.

30. Pursuant to the inducements of LOCHTE and his representatives to

WESP, WESP continued to pursue business opportunities for LOCHTE with the

direct participation and/or approval of LOCHTE and Touchton.

31. On October 18, 2012, LOCHTE’S attorney Touchton sent a letter

purporting to terminate the POA.

32. On October 19, 2012, LOCHTE’S attorney Touchton sent yet another

letter purporting to terminate the Management Agreement and the Merchandising

Agreement.

33. None of these purported terminations provide any allegation of

material breach by WESP.

34. LOCHTE, LEL, LOCHTE 180, and the controlled entities have

breached the Agreements by (a) wrongfully terminating the Agreements, (b) failing

to account to WESP, and (c) failing to pay WESP its commissions secured by

WESP on Gross Income negotiated or resulting from the efforts of WESP during

the term of the Agreements, and for WESP’S share of merchandise profits.

35. Defendants’ actions, through their agents, induced WESP into
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inaction rather than to pursue WESP’S rights under the Agreements.

36. Before the termination of the Agreements and up through the present,

WESP was assured by LOCHTE and/or his agents that WESP’S entitlement to

earned commissions and merchandise profits were unaffected and that WESP

would be paid its commissions on Gross Income generated, accrued, substantially

negotiated, or resulting from the efforts of WESP during the term of the

Agreements, and for profits from merchandise.

37. Upon information and belief, LOCHTE, LEL, LOCHTE 180, and

Touchton, concealed from WESP a series of negotiations with CAA and others,

and agreements for otherwise commissionable Gross Income payable to WESP,

thus diverting those commissions to Defendants, directly or indirectly, or to

corporate entities, without the knowledge, consent, or agreement of WESP, both

before and after termination of the Agreements.

38. LOCHTE, LEL, LOCHTE 180, and the controlled entities failed to

account to, or pay commissions to WESP on LOCHTE’S, LEL’S, LOCHTE

180’S, and the controlled entities’ Gross Income under the Agreements.

39. WESP asserted that commissions and profits of an unknown amount

were due from LOCHTE, LEL, LOCHTE 180, and the controlled entities, but

Defendants denied WESP’S requests and failed to account to WESP.

The Litigation and Settlement
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40. On October 23, 2012, WESP sued Defendants for breach of the

Management Agreement, breach of the Merchandising Agreement, an accounting,

and unjust enrichment under Case No. 2012-CA-017578-O.

41. On December 17, 2013, WESP and Defendants LOCHTE, LEL, and

LOCHTE 180 entered into the Settlement Agreement (which is not attached hereto

due to confidential provisions therein). The Settlement Agreement required that

Defendants provide WESP with quarterly accountings. Settlement Agreement at

¶¶ 5(b) and 6.

42. On December 17, 2013, the Defendants also executed a Promissory

Note (“Note,” a copy of which is attached as Exhibit A) in the amount of

$125,000.00 to WESP as the Note Holder which required “Note will become due

and payable one (1) year from the date of this Note. The payment shall be made in

one (1) lump sum, or in up to three (3) partial lump sum payments.” The Note

further provided that “[n]o interest will be due hereunder, except in the event of

default.” Id.

43. WESP, in reliance of Defendants’ good faith settlement negotiations

as set forth in the Settlement Agreement and Note, agreed to the filing of a Joint

Dismissal of Case No. 2012-CA-017578-O which was filed with the Court on

January 24, 2014.

44. Defendants have breached the Settlement Agreement as they have not
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consistently and regularly furnished WESP with quarterly accountings since the

execution of the Settlement Agreement on December 17, 2013, in violation of

paragraphs 5(b) and 6 of the Settlement Agreement.

45. Defendants also defaulted on the Note by failing to pay the entire

principal of the Note ($125,000.00) within one year of the date of the Note, which

was due and payable to WESP on or before December 17, 2014 violating

paragraphs 3(a) and 3(b) of the Settlement Agreement and Note. Defendants only

paid $100,000.00 via a check dated December 19, 2014.

46. On February 13, 2015, WESP engaged counsel, incurred attorneys’

fees and served Defendants with a demand letter (a copy of which is attached

hereto as Exhibit B) (“Demand”) further advising Defendants of their breaches of

the Settlement Agreement and Note and requesting that Defendants comply with

their obligations under the Settlement Agreement and provide the quarterly

accountings as well as the full payment of the balance outstanding on the Note as

of the date of the demand letter.

47. On February 18, 2015, in response to WESP’s Demand, Defendants’

counsel, Elizabeth Touchton, emailed WESP’s counsel a purported “accounting”

from January 2014 through February 14, 2015. This was the first accounting

which the Defendants produced to WESP and does not disclose the specificity

required in an accounting as it fails to provide the source of the gross income (i.e.
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whether the income is derived from the sale of products and merchandise

exploiting LOCHTE’s name, likeness, attributes, publicity rights or trademarks, or

whether the income is derived from LOCHTE’s endorsements with agencies like

Warnaco Group also known as Speedo).

48. Pursuant to paragraph 6 of the Settlement Agreement, the Defendants’

accountings are due to WESP on a quarterly basis beginning on January 1, 2014,

where the first quarter shall end on March 31st, the second quarter shall end on

June 30th, the third quarter shall end on September 30th, and the fourth quarter shall

end on December 31. Defendants have not furnished accountings for the second

and third quarters of 2015 until demand was made and the threat of legal action.

49. Defendants were also required to provide WESP with copies of

statements provided by Creative Artists Agency (“CAA”) to LOCHTE also

pursuant to paragraph 6 of the Settlement Agreement. Defendants did not provide

WESP with one statement from CAA until legal action was threatened. Defendants

also have an obligation to provide an explanation of commissions earned and

Defendants have not provided sufficient explanation.

50. Furthermore, paragraph 7 of the Settlement Agreement, requires that

Defendants establish and maintain a reasonable accounting system to enable

WESP to identify the gross income and expenses. No such reasonable accounting

system has been provided by the Defendants. WESP is entitled to audit
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Defendants’ books and financial statements.

51. On or about February 20, 2015, Defendants finally paid the balance

due on the principal of the Note ($25,000.00), over two months after the principal

was due under the Note (December 17, 2014) and thus Defendants defaulted on the

Note. Accordingly, “[i]n the event of default hereunder, from the date of said

default, default interest in the amount of four and three-quarters percent (4.75%)

can be charged by the Note Holder.” Therefore, WESP is also entitled to interest

accrued on the Note from December 17, 2013 through February 20, 2015, and

attorneys’ fees and costs associated with collection thereon.

52. On September 12, 2015, LOCHTE emailed another inadequate

“accounting”. The purported “accountings” produced by LOCHTE are insufficient

to comport with the calculation and payment of the future commissions due to

WESP pursuant to paragraph 4 through 7 of the Settlement Agreement.

53. LOCHTE, LEL, and LOCHTE 180 continue to generate revenue in

amounts which are not determinable due to Defendants’ concealment. On June 29,

2015, LOCHTE testified that he had no idea if he had even filed tax returns.

COUNT I:
BREACH OF THE SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT AND

PROMISSORY NOTE AGAINST LOCHTE, LEL, LOCHTE 180

WESP reasserts the allegations set forth in paragraphs 1 through 53 above,

by this reference and incorporates them herein.
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54. Pursuant to Florida law, Defendants owed WESP a duty to perform

their obligations under the Settlement Agreement and Note to Plaintiff in good

faith.

55. Defendants breached their duties to perform their obligations and did

so in bad faith, entitling the Plaintiff to damages.

56. The Settlement Agreement and Note (see Exhibit A) between WESP

and LOCHTE, LEL, and LOCHTE 180 include, as a matter of law, an implied

duty of good faith and fair dealing.

57. LOCHTE, LEL and LOCHTE 180, are bound to the terms of the

Settlement Agreement and Note.

58. LOCHTE, LEL, LOCHTE 180, have breached the Settlement

Agreement and Note, both under its express terms and the implied duty of good

faith and fair dealing, in that:

a. LOCHTE, LEL, and LOCHTE 180 breached the Settlement

Agreement and Note with WESP, by failing to pay WESP the entire principal

owed on the Note ($125,000.00) within one (1) year from the date of the Note

(December 17, 2013) in violation of the express terms of paragraphs 3 and 5 of the

Settlement Agreement and the Note, default interest of 4.75% from December 17,

2014 to February 20, 2015, and attorneys’ fees. The Note expressly provides that

“the Makers hereby waive presentment, protest, and notice of protest on dishonor.”
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b. LOCHTE, LEL, and LOCHTE 180 breached the Settlement

Agreement with WESP by failing to furnish WESP with accountings and

statements from CAA, in violation of paragraph 6 of the Settlement Agreement.

c. LOCHTE, LEL, and LOCHTE 180 also breached and violated

paragraph 6 of the Settlement Agreement by failing to pay commissions due to

WESP.

d. LOCHTE, LEL, and LOCHTE 180 breached paragraph 7 of the

Settlement Agreement by refusing to permit WESP to audit the Defendants’

financial records.

e. LOCHTE, LEL, and LOCHTE 180 breached paragraph 4 of the

Settlement Agreement by refusing to pay future commissions.

f. Defendants have acted in bad faith by intentionally breaching

their duty to perform.

78. WESP has been damaged in an amount that is unknown at the present

time as a direct and foreseeable consequence of Defendants’ breaches of the

Settlement Agreement and Note.

79. All conditions precedent have occurred or have been performed,

waived or otherwise satisfied.

80. As a consequence of the foregoing, WESP has been required to retain

the undersigned counsel and is obligated to pay said counsel a reasonable fee for
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their services.

81. Defendants are liable for the breaches of the Settlement Agreement

and Note and for their duty of good faith and fair dealing on behalf of LOCHTE,

LEL, and LOCHTE 180.

WHEREFORE, WESP demands judgment against all Defendants for

damages in excess of $15,000.00, exclusive of interest, attorneys’ fees and costs,

resulting from the breaches of the Settlement Agreement and Note between WESP

and Defendants, including the benefits from WESP’S commissions on all Gross

Income generated by LOCHTE, LEL, LOCHTE 180, and the controlled entities,

and all entities unknown at this time, and for such other and further relief that this

Court deems appropriate.

COUNT II:
Accounting Against LOCHTE and all Defendants

87. WESP reasserts the allegations set forth in paragraphs 1 through 53

above, by this reference and incorporates them herein.

88. LOCHTE, LEL, and LOCTHE 180 are obligated contractually and

equitably to provide accountings to WESP on a reasonable basis, and audits upon

reasonable notice.

89. Pursuant to paragraphs 3 through 7 of the Settlement Agreement,

Defendants are required to account to Plaintiff and to pay commissions to Plaintiff

on Gross Income earned by the Defendants based on the Defendants’ quarterly



-17-

accountings of Gross Income.

90. LOCHTE, LEL, and LOCHTE 180 breached these contractual duties

intentionally and in bad faith, as well as their duty to equitably account to Plaintiff

arising from their course of dealing and their confidential business relationship.

91. WESP made requests to LOCHTE, LEL, and LOCHTE 180 for

accountings, audits, and documents relating to the Settlement Agreement, without

substantial performance by LOCHTE, LEL, and LOCHTE 180.

92. WESP believes there may be other transactions about which WESP

has not been informed by the Defendants pursuant to which additional payments

are due to WESP.

93. WESP is entitled to, but has not received, timely and accurate

accountings of, as well as audits of all Gross Income, commissions, and profits due

to WESP under the Settlement Agreement.

94. Because of the number and complexity of the entities, the transactions

in dispute, the time period over which those transactions occurred, and the lack of

adequate written records of many of those transactions, WESP’S remedy at law is

inadequate and will not be as expeditious as its remedy in equity.

95. By virtue of their acts and omissions, the Defendants caused damages

to WESP.

WHEREFORE, WESP demands judgment for damages in excess of
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$15,000.00 against Defendants, LOCHTE, LEL, and LOCHTE 180, and

LOCHTE’S controlled entities for an accounting of all Gross Income generated by

or to LOCHTE, LEL, LOCHTE 180, and the controlled entities, and all entities

unknown at this time, including commissions due to WESP under the Settlement

Agreement and profits under the Settlement Agreement, compensatory damages,

including consequential damages, together with an award of pre-and post-judgment

interest, attorneys’ fees and costs, and for such other and further relief that this

Court deems appropriate.

COUNT III:
UNJUST ENRICHMENT Against all Defendants

WESP reasserts the allegations set forth in paragraphs 1 through 53 above

and, by this reference incorporates them herein.

96. Plaintiff pleads unjust enrichment in the alternative to Counts I for

breach of the Settlement Agreement and Note.

97. Plaintiff conferred a benefit upon Defendants by managing,

promoting, and marketing LOCHTE, LEL, LOCHTE 180 and Defendants’

Products, and by performing under the Agreements, and advancing costs and

expenses for the benefit of Defendants.

98. Plaintiff further conferred a benefit upon Defendants by agreeing to

dismiss the prior litigation based on Defendants’ representations and agreement to

the terms in the Settlement Agreement and Note.
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99. Defendants had knowledge of the benefit so conferred due to their

knowledge of WESP’S marketing and promotion efforts, expenditures,

negotiations, and settlement with Defendants.

100. Defendants accepted the benefit by allowing WESP to dismiss the

prior suit.

101. Defendants made representations that they would pay WESP knowing

that WESP would be induced to rely upon those representations to its detriment.

102. To its detriment, WESP did reasonably rely upon the representations

made by Defendants and conferred a benefit on Defendants.

103. The circumstances are such that it would be inequitable to allow

Defendants to retain the benefit conferred without being required to compensate

WESP.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff, WESP, requests this Court enter judgment against

Defendants, LOCHTE, LEL, LOCHTE 180, and LOCHTE’S controlled entities,

and award WESP damages, costs, interest and any other relief this Court deems

just and appropriate.

DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL

Plaintiffs demand a jury trial on all issues so triable.
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Dated: August 23, 2016
Respectfully Submitted,

Morgan & Morgan, P.A.
Attorneys for Plaintiffs

/s/ Clay M. Townsend
Clay M. Townsend, Esq.
Florida Bar No.: 363375
Keith Mitnik, Esq.
Florida Bar No.: 436127
20 N. Orange Avenue, Ste. 1500
Orlando, FL 32801
Phone: (407) 418-2075
Fax: (407) 245-3346
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EXHIBIT LIST

Exhibit A: Promissory Note dated 12/17/13

Exhibit B: WESP Demand Letter dated 2/13/15



___________________ 
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PROMISSORY NOTE

$125,000.00 December 17ÿ2013
FOR VALUE RECEIVED, Ryan Lochte, Lochte Enterprises, LLC, and Lochte 180, LLC

(the “Makers”), by this promissory note (this “Note”), jointly and severally promise to pay to the
order of the Wright Entertainment and Sports Productions, LLC (the “Note Holder”) the
principal sum of $125,000.00, as described herein below.

This Note is being issued to evidence the Makers' indebtedness to the Note Holder in
connection the settlement of that certain lawsuit currently pending in the Ninth Judicial Circuit in
and for Orange County, Florida with the Case Number of 2012-CA-017578-O (the “Litigation”).

This is a principal only promissory note. No interest will be due hereunder, except in the
event of default. The principal balance of this Note will become due and payable one (1) year
from the date of this Note. The payment shall be made in one (1) lump sum, or in up to three (3)
partial lump sum payments. There is no pre-payment penalty under this Note, and the full sum
owed hereunder can be paid at any time between the date of this Note and one (1) year from that
date.

The obligation of the Makers to make the payments required hereunder shall be absolute
and unconditional.

The Makers hereby promise to pay all costs of collection, including reasonable attorneys’
fees and costs, which shall mean fees and costs actually incurred, in the case of a default under
this Note. In the event of default hereunder, from the date of said default, default interest in the
amount of four and three-quarters percent (4.75%) can be charged by the Note Holder. The
Makers hereby waive presentment, protest and notice of protest or dishonor.

This Note may not be amended orally, but only by an agreement in writing, signed by the
party against whom enforcement of any waiver, change, modification or discharge is sought.
The provisions of this Note shall be construed and interpreted and all rights and obligations of
the parties hereunder determined in accordance with the laws of the State of Florida.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Makers have executed this instrument as of the date first
above written.

RYAN LOCHTE

No documentary stamp taxes
are due on this Note.

LOCHTE ENTERPRISES, LLC

{27377128;!}



LOCHTE 180, LLC_
By: Ryan Lochte, Managing Member
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